|2 100

(E%

_ DEC-22-84 THU 13:51 ENV RESTORATION DIVISION  FAX NO. 303 866 487!

(g"

cc:Mail for: KURT MUENCHOW

e

RESEST

P.02

TIME/PLACE: @ 10:00 am on 12/21/94 in the east conference room at Interlochen.

PERSONS: DOE; Kurt Muenchow, Fred Gurdeman; EGG: Treatment Facility; M
Broussard & staff. OU-7; E. Mast & staff

CONTENT: Discussion of OU-7 treatment seepwater treatment requirements.
Discussion of Memo ER:KM:12638 requirement forx written confirmation of
treatment acceptance by 1/20/95.

DISCUSSION: Kurt described regulatory pressures RE; treatment requirements
(a.g. regqulator ceamments on PAM, 12/8/94 PAM approval letter from regulators).
Kurt also described history of OU 7 interaction with sitewide txeatment staff,
as well as attempts to "get everyome in one room® to work through the issue.

while discussions touched on justification for the sitewide facility, cost-
benefit analysis, sitewide treatment facility scoping, schedule, and cost; the
main focus was on how to meet requirements for treatment of OU 7 seep water
whenever the seep collection system is corpleted in time to support the PAM.

We discussed key components/actions for the BG&G response to ER:KM:12638 memo,
specifically:

(1) Dpiscussion of the sitewide treatment facility was not resolved at this
meeting, as the appropriate DOE personnel were not present. QU-7 may be able
to use OU-1 facilities with a pre-filter system to remove iron, but this
approach does not bear on the site-wide facility issues. Seperate discussion
will be required to resolve sitewide issues.

(2) Per the memorandum from PME to ER, either OU-7 or sitewide treatment
facility project must be suppported by a cost/heneflt analysis which supports
the treatment option presented.
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(3) As OU-7 PM, Kurt is looking to the sitewide treatment facility PM (Brandon
williamson) for guidance on technical me.rit, achedule implementation,
regulatory, and permitting issues. Xurt is also relying on coordmat;on with
DOE waste mansgement, engineering (PME), and BESH (regulat:oxy eupbort) in
reviewing any rreatment propnsals oresented by EGEG.

(4) Kurt is expecting a written response to the 12/16/94, above-xeferenced
meno which requires a treatment option be defined by EGSLG to DOE prior to
1/20/94. This response may include an opt:l.on. to place prrefilt:rat:.on on the QU-
1 facility to remove iron. .

(5) FKurt will be required to present any agreed~on treatment option to the
regulators for review and comment. In order to make this presentation, Kurt
requires presentation information to include (at a minimum):

+Prefered treatment option description

+Seepwater characterization data o . ’ :
+Treatment option acceptance criteria . [ . J

+Treatment @tlon CQ&CIW
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+Treatment option permitting requirements
+Treatment option regulatory requirements (IM/IRA?)
. +Schedule for treatment option operations (acceptance date)
+Screening-level cost/benefit or cost justification analysis
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